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RKMARKS/ARGUMEN1S 

Claim 14 was amended to indicate dependency upon claim 11 where the term ''said 
second network" is defined. Claims I and 21 were amended to include the limitations of 
claims 2 and 3. Claims 2. 3 and 22, 23 were cancelled. Claims 17 and 37 were amended 
to correct the claim dependency. Claims 4-16, 1 8-20, 24-36, 38-40 remain unchanged. 

Claim 14 was amended to indicate claim dependency upon claim 1 1 where the term "said 
second network'* is defined thereby providing antecedent basis for this limitation. It is 
believed that this amendment overcomes the 35 USC 1 12 rejection. 

The lixaminer rejected independent claim 1 under 35 Lf.S.C, 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Benson (US Patent 6,747,547) and in view of Arques et a). (US Patent Application 
Publication U.S. 2004/0131083). Wc would like to bring to the Examiner's attention that 
the Benson patent was incorporated by reference in the specification page 9, lines 6-9. 

The Examiner stated that "Benson differs from claim 1 of the present invention in that it 
does not disclose the mobile phone manages commimication with said server device 
utilizing SIM Application Toolkit commands to invoke the Bearer Independent Protocol 
described in the European Telecommunications Standards Institute document EfSI TS 
101 267(3GPPrS 11.14)". 

The Examiner then argued that "Arques et al. leaches a system (fig.l) wherein a mobile 
station SIM card allows a distant server to perlbmi authentication a subscriber identity 
using SIM Application Toolkit commands to invoke the BIP described in the European 
Telecommunications Standards Institute document ETSI TS 101 267 (3GPP TS 11.14) 
(paragraph 0007 line 1 to paragraph 8 line 10)*\ 

We respectfully disagree with the above mentioned statement regarding Arques et al 
teachings. After careful reviewing of Arques et al. (paragraph 0007 line 1 to paragraph 8 
line 10), we find the following differences. 
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1. Arques et al docs not make any reference to authentication services 

2. Arques el al. describes "communication within a mobile station 10 composed ot an 
item of mobile equipment ME, a telephone in the example, and a smart card STM." 
Arques ct al. continues in paragraph 0008 " In the example in question, the 
communication between the SIM card and the m£h}]^ equipment^ME is governed 
according lo the BlP protocol". In other words, Arques et al. does not teach 
communication between the ME and a distant server utilizing the BIP protocol, but 
communication between a SIM card and the ME utilizing tlie BIP protocol. 

Contrary to Arques ct al.. claim J of the present invention refers to communication 
between a mobile communication equipment ( mobile device 110, i.e., a phone) and a 
server device (server 140, i.e., a computer) utilizing the SIM Application Toolkit to 
invoke the BIP protocol. Referring to FIG. I of the present invention, mobile device 1 1 0 
includes a SIM card 99 and a mobile device atuichmcnt 120. The mobile device 
attachment 120 includes a "mobile transaction client application (i.e., a software) 125 that 
utilizes the BIP protocol to open a communication channel to the mobile device 110 and 
to transmit and receive data lo server 140". In other words, the present invention claims 
that the mobile device manages communication with a server device utilizing the SIM 
Application Toolkit to invoke the 131 P protocol. Accordingly, It is believed lhat claim 1 
is patcntably different from Arques et al. 

Furthermore, since Arques ct al does not make any reference to authentication services 
which is the subject of the Benson patent or to transactions between a mobile device and 
a server utilizing the BIP protocol, which is the subject of the present invention, there is 
no motivation to take a random sentence from the Arques ct al application (i.e., " In the 
example in question, the communication between the SIM card and the mobile equipment 
ME is governed according to the BIP protocol") and combine it with the Benson patent. 

Claim 1 was amended to include the limitations of claims 2 and 3, i.e., that the mobile 
communication device further includes a mobile transaction client application 125 
(shown in FIG. 2) for managing the communication from the mobile communication 
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device to the server device and the server device further includes a mobile transaction 
server application l41(shown in FTG. 2) for managing communication from the server 
device to the mobile communication device. 

The Hxaminer argued that Benson discloses a CPU for managing the communication 
between the mobile communication device and the server and the CPU corresponds to the 
mobile transaction client application. We respectfully disagree with the Fxamincr's 
interpretation of Benson's CPU as being similar to the mobile transaction client 
application because the CPU or Central Processing Unit is a hardware component 
whereas the mobile transaction client application is a software application that manages 
the communication from the mobile communication device to the server device. 
Furthermore the mobile communicalion device of this invention also includes a CPU of 
its own, as stated in claims 17 and 37. 

The Examiner also suggested that Benson discloses that the server device further 
comprises a mobile transaction server application for managing communicalion from the 
server device to the mobile conmiunication device. Wc respectfully disagree with the 
Examiner's statement since the cited reference column 1, lines 24-34 discusses, the 
function of a SIM module which again is a hardware component, whereas the mobile 
transaction server application is a software component. 

Accordingly it is believed that claims 2 and 3 arc patenlably distinguishable from Benson 
and as such render amended claim 1 patentably distinguishable status from Benson alone 
or in combination with Arqucs et al. 

The Examiner rejected independent claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. J 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sato (US Patent Application Publication US 2002/0103009) and in 
view of Arques et al. (US Patent Application Publication U.S. 2004/0131083). 

The Examiner stated that "Sato differs from claim 21 of the present invention in tliat it 
docs not disclose the mobile phone manages communication with said server device 

Page 1 1 

PAGE 12/15 * RCVD AT 8/29/2006 5:17:49 PM [Eastern Daylight fime] ' SVR:USPT0{FXRF-3/1 * [)NIS:273830O* CSID:7812354409 * DURATION (mni-ss):03-58 



08-29-2006 17:26 AKC PATENTS 7812354409 



PAGE13 



Appl. No. 10/803,825 Attorney Docket No. WS-1 05 

keply to Office Action of 5/30/2006 

Utilizing SIM Application Toolkil commands to invoke the Bearer Independent Protocol 
described in the pAiropean Telecommnnications Standards Institute document li'l'SI TS 
101 267 (SGPP TS 11.14)". The Examiner then argued that Arques ct al. teaches a 
system (fig. I) wherein a mobile station SIM card allows a distant server lo perform 
authentication a subscriber identity using SIM Application Toolkit commands to invoke 
the BIP described in the European Telecommunications Standards Institute document 
lirSl TS 101 267 (3GPP TS 1 1. 14) (paragraph 0007 line I to paragraph 8 line 10). 

We respectfully disagree with the above mentioned statement regarding Arques et al 
teachings. As we mentioned above, Arques et al does not make any reference to 
authentication services and docs not teach communication between the ME and a distant 
server utilizing the BIP protocol^ but communication between a STM card and the ME. 
Accordingly, it is believed that claim 21 is patentably different from Arques et al. and 
there is no motivation to take a random sentence from the Arques et al application and 
combine it with the Sato patent. 

Claim 21 was amended to include the limitations of claims 22 and 23, i.e., that the mobile 
communication device further includes a mobile transaction client application 125 
(shown in FIG. 2) for managing the communication from the mobile communication 
device to the server device and the server device further includes a mobile transaction 
server application 141 (shown in FIG. 2) for managing communication from the server 
device to the mobile communication device. 

The Examiner argued that Sato discloses a Hardware Control Unit (HWC 103) for 
managing the communication between the mobile communication device and the server 
and that the HWC corresponds to the mobile uransaction client application. We 
respectfully disagree with the Examiner's interpretation of Sato's HWC as being similar 
to the mobile transaction client application because the TIWC is a hardware component 
whereas the mobile transaction client application is a software application that manages 
the communication from the mobile communication device to the server device. 
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The Examiner also suggested that Sat(^ discloses that the server device further comprises 
a mobile transaction server application for managing communication From the server 
device to the mobile conununication device. Wc respectfully disagree with the 
Examiner's statement since the cited reference paragraph 79, lines 1-10 discusses the 
junction of a USIM card which again is a hardware component, whereas the mobile 
transaction server application is a software component. 

Accordingly it is believed that claims 22 and 23 are patentabiy distinguishable from Sato 
and as such render amended claim 21 patentabiy distinguishable status from Sato alone or 
in combination with Arqucs ct al. 

Claims 4-19 depend directly or indirectly upon claim 1 and claims 24-40 depend directly 
or indirectly upon claim 21. Since claim 1 is patentabiy distinguishable from Benson 
alone or in combination with Arques ct a!., claims 4-19 are also patentabiy 
distinguishable from Benson alone or in combination with Arques et al. Similarly, since 
claim 21 is patentabiy distinguishable from Sato alone or in combination whh Arques et 
aLj claims 24-40 arc also patentabiy distinguishable from Sato alone or m combination 
with Arques et al. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that all claims arc in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the rejections and objections is requested and allowance of all claims 
at an early date is solicited. 

If this response is found to be incfimplele, or if a telephone contercnce would otherwise 
be helpfuU please call the undersigned al 617-558-5389 



Respectfully submitted. 
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